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INTRODUCTORY  NOTES. 


1.  The  Annual  Reports  of  the  National  Divorce  Reform 
League  include,  besides  the  usual  account  of  the  direct  work  of 
the  League  for  the  year,  a  survey  of  the  more  important  movements 
relating  to  Marriage,  Divorce  and  the  Family,  both  in  the  United 
States  and  in  foreign  countries,  together  with  such  consideration 
of  measures  and  principles  as  may  be  most  timely. 

2.  This  work  and  these  discussions  include  four  general  depart¬ 
ments  :  Investigation ,  Legislation ,  Education  and  Practical 

Work  for  the  Family.  They  are  intended  to  be  comprehensive  and 
as  full  as  they  can  be  made  with  the  resources  at  our  command. 
The  emphasis  of  each  Annual  Report  varies  greatly  with  the  work 
of  the  year  and  the  trend  of  the  movement. 

3.  The  Report  for  1S89  treats  especially  of  the  government  report 
on  Marriage  and  Divorce  ;  the  problem  of  National  legislation  as 
affected  by  migration  for  divorce,  giving  interesting  tables  011  the 
point ;  the  condition  of  our  marriage  laws  ;  the  neglect  to  secure 
proper  registration  of  marriages  and  divorces,  the  preservation  of 
their  records  ;  the  collection  and  publication  of  statistics  by  the 
States  ;  and  the  usefulness  of  a  system  of  interstate  and  international 
consultation  of  statisticians,  publicists  and  others  on  these  subjects  for 
the  purpose  of  exchange  of  views,  and  to  prepare  for  cooperation. 

4.  Special  issues  of  the  League  are  made  from  time  to  time  and 
sent  to  all  members  and  contributors  and,  so  far  as  possible,  to  those 
who  ask  for  them,  and  others.  They  are  short  monographs,  often 
reprints  from  the  Reviews,  and  treat  of  important  points.  There 
were  three  such  published  in  1SS9.  The  first  gave  in  full  the 
Divorce  statistics  of  the  United  States  by  States  and  years  for  twenty 
years,  with  summaries  of  the  statistics  of  Europe  and  such  others  as 
were  accessible  at  the  time  of  its  publication.  The  second  gives  the 
movement  of  recent  legislation,  its  principles  and  methods.  The' 
third  is  a  review  of  certain  parts  of  the  government  report.  The 
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number  of  these  special  issues  depends  largely  upon  the  means  at 
our  disposal  for  their  publication  and  distribution. 

5.  Other  publications,  like  statements  of  the  objects  and  methods 
of  the  League  and  reasons  for  its  support,  references  to  the  leading 
papers  published  by  Mr.  Dike,  and  some  of  the  papers  them¬ 
selves,  can  also  be  supplied  on  application. 

6.  The  Report  of  the  Hon.  Carroll  D.  Wright,  Commissioner 
of  Labor,  on  Marriage  and  Divorce  in  the  United  States  from  1867 
to  1S86  inclusive,  including  an  appendix  relating  to  Marriage  and 
Divorce  in  certain  countries  in  Europe,  pp.  1,074,  can  be 
without  cost  on  application  by  letter  addressed  to  the  Commissioner 
at  Washington,  or  to  Members  of  Congress. 

7.  All  friends  of  our  work  who  are  able  to  do  so  are  earnestly 
invited  to  contribute  to  our  treasury,  sending  to  William  G. 
Benedict,  Treasurer,  610  Atlantic  Avenue,  Boston,  Mass. 
Kindly  remit  as  early  in  the  year  as  possible. 

8.  Special  attention  is  called  to  the  privilege  of  Associate 
Annual  Membership,  which  is  fully  extended  to  all  proper 
persons,  both  ladies  and  gentlemen,  on  payment  of  jive  dollars  for 
the  year,  to  be  renewed  at  the  pleasure  of  the  subscriber.  Such 
members  are  for  the  time  members  in  full,  entitled  to  vote  at  our 
meetings  and  receive  all  our  publications.  If  yon  are  not  a  larger 
contributor ,  will  you  not  send  your  request  for  member  ship  and 
the  fee  to  the  Treasurer  at  once ,  and  thus  give  substantial  aid  to 
this  most  important  work? 

9.  All  correspondence  relating  to  the  general  work  of  the  League 
and  special  inquiries  for  lectures,  literature  and  information  should 
be  addressed  to  the  Corresponding  Secretary,  Rev.  Samuel  W. 
Dike,  LL.  D.,  Auburndale,  Mass. 

Contributions  may  be  sent  to  him,  or  to  the  Treasurer  as  directed 
above. 


MINUTES  OF  THE  ANNUAL  MEETING. 


The  Tenth  Annual  Meeting  of  the  National  Divorce  Reform 
League  was  held  at  2.30  P.  M.,  January  22,  1890,  in  the  rooms 
of  Hon.  Edmund  H.  Bennett,  LL.D.,  Hemenway  Building, 
Boston.  Owing  to  the  absence  of  Rt.  Rev.  B.  H.  Paddock,  D.D., 
President,  the  meeting  was  presided  over  by  the  first  Vice-President, 
Rev.  Alvah  Hovey,  D.  D.  Dr.  Hovey  opened  the  meeting  with 
prayer.  The  minutes  of  the  last  meeting  were  read  and  approved. 
The  following  persons  were  elected  members  of  the  League  : 

Rev.  A.  E.  Dunning,  D.D.,  Boston,  Mass. 

Hon.  Hamilton  Andrews  Hill,  Boston,  Mass. 

Mr.  Henry  O.  Houghton,  Cambridge,  Mass. 

Rev.  Reuen  Thomas,  D.D.,  Brookline,  Mass. 

Rev.  John  W.  Lindsay,  D.  D.,  Boston,  Mass. 

Rev.  A.  C.  A.  Hall,  Boston,  Mass. 

The  Treasurer,  Mr.  William  G.  Benedict,  read  his  report  for  the 
year,  which  was  accepted  and  referred  to  Hon.  E.  I.  Thomas  as 
Auditor. 

It  was  voted  that  the  Executive  Committee  prepare  their  report 
for  the  printed  proceedings.  The  annual  report  of  the  Corre¬ 
sponding  Secretary,  Rev.  S.  W.  Dike,  LL.  D.,  was  submitted  in 
a  printed  form,  particular  portions  of  which  were  read  and 
explained  by  Mr.  Dike,  and  freely  commented  upon  by  members  of 
the  League.  It  was  voted  that  the  Report  be  accepted,  and  the 
printing  of  it  for  wider  distribution  be  referred  to  the  Corresponding 
Secretary  and  Treasurer,  with  the  advice  of  the  Chairman  of  the 
Executive  Committee.  On  motion  of  Hon.  E.  I.  Thomas,  it  was 
voted  that  the  Chairman  of  the  Executive  Committee  be  authorized 
to  communicate  to  Hon.  Carroll  D.  Wright,  the  high  appreciation 
which  the  League  entertains  of  the  services  he  has  rendered  in  his 
valuable  Report  of  Statistics  on  Marriage  and  Divorce. 

The  following  officers  were  elected  : 
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President,  Rt.  Rev.  B.  H.  Paddock,  D.D. 

Vice-Presidents,  Rev.  Alvah  Hovey,  D.  D.,  LL.  D.  ;  Hon. 
Nathaniel  Shipman,  LL.  D. 

Corresponding'  Sec’y,  Rev.  Samuel  W.  Dike,  LL.  D. 

Recording  Sec’y,  Rev.  C.  H.  Spalding. 

Treasurer,  William  G.  Benedict,  Esq. 

Executive  Committee,  Hon.  Edmund  IL  Bennett,  LL.D.; 
Pres.  M.  H.  Buckham,  D.D.  ;  George  C.  Shattuck,  M.  D.  ;  Hon. 
S.  E.  Baldwin  ;  Rev.  W.  V.  Morrison,  D.  D.  ;  Prof.  W.  E.  Hunt¬ 
ington,  Ph.  D.  ;  Prof.  George  Harris,  D.  D.  ;  Prof.  T.  W.  Dwight, 
LL.D.;  Rev.  James  DeNormandie  ;  Rev.  G.  D.  B.  Pepper,  D.  D., 
LL.  D.  ;  Hon.  E.  I.  Thomas;  Rev.  S.  W.  Dike,  LL.D. 

It  was  voted  that  the  Recording  Secretary  prepare  his  minutes  for 
publication,  with  the  report  of  the  Corresponding  Secretary. 
Adjourned. 

C.  H.  Spalding,  Recording  Secretary. 


REPORT 

OF  THE  CORRESPONDING  SECRETARY. 


Public  interest  in  the  subjects  of  Marriage,  Divorce  and  the 
Family  increased  more  rapidly  in  18S9  than  in  any  other  year 
since  tl\e  organization  of  the  National  Divorce  Reform  League.  A 
single  indication  of  the  correctness  of  this  statement  may  be  given 
at  this  point.  Five  books  on  Marriage  and  Divorce  were  published 
in  this  country  in  the  early  part  of  the  year ;  and  the  last  three 
numbers  of  the  North  American  Review ,  including  that  for  January, 
1890,  the  December  numbers  of  the  Forum  and  Political  Science 
Quarterly ,  all  have  articles,  or  series  of  articles,  upon  Divorce, 
while  the  Century  for  the  present  month  (January,  1890)  has  an 
article  on  u  Problems  of  the  Family”  ;  and  Public  Opinion ,  a  journal 
that  reflects  the  movement  of  public  discussions  very  accurately, 
devotes  of  late  considerable  space  nearly  every  week  to  these  topics. 
This  increase  of  interest,  which  has  now  in  some  degree  reached 
several  foreign  countries,  affords  gratifying  evidence  that  our  efforts 
have  not  been  in  vain,  and  that  at  last  the  people  everywhere  are 
coming  to  recognize  the  importance  and  urgency  of  such  work  as 
we  try  to  do. 


investigation:  the  official  report. 


We  have  expected  this  growth  of  interest.  For  it  naturally 
follows  the  completion  of  the  investigation  which  the  friends  of 
reform  secured  from  Congress,  and  whose  principal  results  were 
published  in  November  by  the  Hon.  Carroll  D.  Wright,  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Labor,  in  a  volume  of  1074  pages,  entitled  UA  Report 
on  Marriage  and  Divorce.”1  The  first  edition  of  several  thousand 
copies  is  nearly  exhausted,  but  provision  for  a  second  and  still 
larger  edition  will  probably  be  made  soon. 

The  completion  of  this  work  marks  an  epoch  in  the  history  of 

1  This  may  be  obtained,  through  Members  of  Congress,  or  by  writing  for  it  to  the 
Commissioner  at  Washington. 
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the  discussion  of  the  Divorce  question.  This  Report  is  so  far  in 
advance  of  all  former  statistical  works  on  Divorce,  either  in  Europe 
or  this  country,  whether  official  or  private,  and  so  greatly  exceeds 
all  others  in  its  comprehensiveness,  including,  as  it  does,  the 
statistics  of  the  United  States,  Canada  and  the  greater  part  of 
Europe,  together  with  a  digest  of  laws  bearing  on  the  statistics, 
that  other  works  on  Divorce  statistics  are  now  of  little  value.  It 
incorporates  everything  of  any  importance  in  those  works  regarding 
Europe,  with  the  results  of  its  own  fuller  investigations.  Too  much 
praise  cannot  be  given  to  Mr.  Wright  and  his  able  corps  of  trained 
assistants  for  the  ability,  diligence,  energy  and  scientific  skill  which 
have  been  brought  to  this  great  task. 

The  great  usefulness  of  this  volume  in  the  prosecution* of  our 
work  comes  from  its  collection,  in  convenient  form,  from  original 
sources  and  under  official  authority,  of  the  leading  facts  of  law  and 
its  operations  regarding  the  great  social  movements  of  Marriage  and 
Divorce  in  the  chief  countries  of  the  civilized  world.  Beside  this 
work,  the  other  books  and  elaborate  articles  of  the  year  seem  of  little 
account,  though  some  of  them  are  highly  important ;  for  this  meets 
the  great  need  of  some  full  and  authoritative  statement  of  facts. 
Thoughtful  people  have  become  weary  of  mere  personal  opinions, 
of  guesses  at  truth,  even  when  these  come  from  so-called  “good 
observers. ”  They  feel  the  force  of  a  proverbial  saying  among 
statisticians  that  “  nothing  is  more  untrustworthy  than  common 
observation,”  and  eagerly  welcome  clearly  established  facts. 

Attention  should  now  be  given  to  this  Report.  For  writers 
and  others  will  find  that  they  cannot  afford  to  neglect  its  careful 
perusal.  Too  many  of  the  statements  that  are  made  in  ordinary 
articles  in  the  newspapers,  and  some  in  the  reviews,  would  undergo 
radical  changes  if  their  authors  should  carefully  examine  the  grounds 
on  which  they  rest.  Let  almost  any  one  compare  the  facts  on  some 
of  the  points  brought  out  below  with  his  former  opinions,  and  see 
if  he  does  not  find  occasion  to  correct  his  views.  This  will 
be  the  common  experience  unless  one  has  already  learned  the 
truth  from  previous  statements  drawn  from  this  volume  of  Mr. 
Wright’s.  I  give  a  summary  of  its  statistics  on  several  leading 
points,  two  or  three  of  which  I  was  able  to  make  last  year : 

i.  The  number  of  divorces  in  the  United  States  during  twenty 
years,  as  reported  from  95  per  cent,  of  all  the  counties,  including 
98  per  cent,  of  the  entire  population,  was  328,716.  They  increased 
with  great  uniformity  from  9,937  in  1867  to  25,535  JS86,  or  157 

per  cent.,  against  an  increase  in  population  of  about  60  per  cent. 
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2.  This  increase  of  divorce  has  been  remarkable  in  the  South, 
divorces  in  the  old  Slave  States  increasing  228  per  cent,  in  the 
last  five  years  over  those  in  the  first  five.  The  ratio  to  population, 
however,  is  not  yet  as  great  there  as  it  is  elsewhere.  Population 
increased  33  per  cent,  between  1870  and  1880.  A  large  part  of  this 
increase  in  divorce  is  evidently  among  the  colored  population. 

3.  Nearly  the  same  rate  of  increase  is  found  in  Europe  as 
a  whole,  and  in  Canada,  as  in  the  United  States.  All  Europe 
probably  grants  only  about  the  same  number  of  divorces  as  the 
United  States  alone.  Eleven  European  countries,  including  Canada, 
granted  3,541  divorces  in  1867,  and  9,200  in  1886.  Thirteen  countries 
granted  6,540  in  1876,  and  10,909  in  [886.  The  latter  is  an 
increase  of  67  per  cent,  in  ten  vears  against  72  per  cent,  in  the  United 
States  in  the  same  period.  A  profound  social  movement  is  thus 
affecting  both  continents. 

4.  The  applications  for  divorce  are  much  more  numerous  than 
the  divorces  and  show  more  clearly  the  restlessness  of  our  people  on 
this  subject,  and  their  willingness  to  resort  to  the  courts  for  relief. 
Out  of  44,855  applications,  specially  examined  in  selected  parts  of 
twelve  States,  there  were  30,421  divorces.  That  is,  67.8  per  cent, 
of  the  applications  succeed,  and  for  various  reasons  nearly  one-third 
fail.  The  Report  says  :  uIf  the  same  general  proportion  should  hold 
good  for  £he  whole  country,  the  328,716  divorces  must  represent 
484,683  applications.”  The  percentage  of  applications  which  are 
successful  seems  to  be  increasing. 

O 

5.  A  special  attempt  was  made  in  these  selected  counties  to 
discover  the  influence  of  intemperance  as  a  cause  of  divorce.  As 
the  ground  of  the  judicial  decree  of  divorce,  intemperance  is  assigned 
as  the  cause  in  only  4.2  per  cent,  of  the  cases  for  the  whole  country. 
But,  for  obvious  reasons,  this  figure  signifies  little.  The  special 
examination  of  the  libels  found  intemperance  as  “a  direct  or 
indirect  cause”  —  that  is  to  say,  an  operating  influence  all  the  way 
from  the  chief  cause  alleged  in  the  complaint,  down  to  a  simple 
contributing  cause  of  some  appreciable  influence  —  in  20.1  percent, 
of  the  29,665  cases  that  were  specially  examined  for  this  pur¬ 
pose. 

6.  The  duration  of  marriage  before  divorce  is  found  to  be  on 
the  average  9.17  years  for  the  period,  and  seems  to  be  steadily 
increasing.  Not  less  than  25,371  couples  obtained  divorce  in  this 
period  after  living  together  more  than  twenty-one  years,  and  the 
average  duration  of  marriages  of  this  class  is  26.95  years.  The 


average  duration  of  the  married  life  of  divorced  persons  is  thought 
to  be  about  two-fifths  the  duration  of  married  life  in  general.  These 
figures  seem  to  indicate  either  that  troubles  in  advanced  married 
life  are  increasing,  or  that  such  people  are  more  willing  to  escape 
them  by  divorce ;  or,  perhaps,  that  something  of  both  is  true. 
Possibly  fewer  divorces  may  now  fall  within  the  earlier  years  of 
marriage  than  formerly  and  so  help  this  result.. 

7.  Out  of  the  328,716  divorces,  57,524  were  granted  to  parties 
known  to  be  without  children  ;  1 29,382,  or  39.4  per  cent.,  were  known 
to  have  children,  averaging  2.07  to  each  couple  ;  while  no  facts 
could  be  ascertained  from  the  libels  in  141,810  cases,  simply 
because  the  question  of  children  did  notarise  or  else  no  statement  on 
this  point  was  made  in  the  petitions. 

8.  The  migration  of  those  divorced  from  one  State  or  Territory 
to  another,  between  the  time  of  the  marriage  and  that  of  the  divorce, 
is  set  forth  in  the  Report  for  each  State  in  a  very  interesting  manner, 
and  also  for  the  separate  counties  in  the  unpublished  working  tables 
made  in  preparing  the  printed  volume.  The  Report  shows  that  out 
of  the  total  number  of  divorces  in  the  United  States  in  the  period 
1867-1886,  the  place  of  marriage  in  31,389  instances  was  unknown. 
Over  one-fourth  in  this  list  of  the  unknown  is  supplied  by  a  single 
State,  in  which  the  place  of  marriage  is  rarely  given  in  the 
applications  for  divorce.  The  marriage  of  only  7?739  couples 
divorced  took  place  in  a  foreign  country.  Of  the  remaining  289,546 
couples,  231,867,  or  80.1  per  cent.,  were  married  in  the  very  State 
where  they  were  divorced,  leaving  19.9  per  cent,  as  the  fraction  that 
migrated  from  the  place  of  marriage  to  another  State  before  obtaining 
divorce.  The  movement  of  the  native  population  from  the  State 
ol  its  birthplace  was  found  in  the  census  years  1870  and  1880  to 
be  23.2  and  22.1  per  cent.,  respectively.  The  significance  of  this 
point  and  its  bearings  on  the  problem  of  uniform  law  wall  be 
considered  later  on  in  the  present  Report.1 

The  fundamental  table  of  the  official  Report,  together  with  some 
other  statistics  in  -outline,  was  published  in  our  own  Report  for 
1 888,  and  also  reprinted  separately.  Copies  of  the  reprint  will  be 
furnished  on  application. 

STUDY  OF  THE  GOVERNMENT  REPORT. 

The  first  work  to  follow  the  publication  of  this  Report  ot 
Mr.  Wright  would  seem  to  be  its  thorough  study.  This,  I  have 


1  See  Pages  6-7-9. 


thought,  should  be  undertaken  as  widely  as  possible  and  from  as 
many  points  of  view.  The  Christian  teacher  in  college,  seminary, 
pulpit  and  press  ;  jurists,  statesmen  and  publicists  ;  sociologists  and 
other  specialists,  both  in  this  country  and  in  others,  should  be 
led  to  take  it  up. 

Prof.  F.  G.  Peabody,  of  Harvard,  has  already  put  his  classes  at 
work  upon  it ;  perhaps  others  have  done  so.  The  American  Bar 
Association  has  referred  it  to  a  special  committee,  charged  among 
other  things  with  its  study  for  report  at  the  next  annual  meeting. 
The  National  Council  of  Congregational  Churches  “invite  the  careful 
study  of  the  forthcoming  Report  to  Congress  of  the  Commissioner 
of  Labor  on  Marriage  and  Divorce  in  the  United  States  and  Europe, 
and  urge  that  this  be  done  with  two  ends  in  view  :  first,  that  wise 
reformatory  legislation  may  follow  ;  and  second,  that  the  proper 
religious  and  social  influences  may  be  applied  at  the  source  of  the 
evils  that  threaten  our  family  life.”  The  Report  was  used  in  the 
deliberations  of  the  General  Convention  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal 
Church,  and  will  undoubtedlv  become  a  handbook  in  future 
legislation  upon  Marriage  and  Divorce.  It  has  been  laid  before 
the  American  Statistical  Association  for  its  consideration,  and  its 
matters  will  be  brought  before  that  and  other  associations  of  the 
kind,  and  to  the  attention  of  the  Governors  and  Legislatures  of 
the  several  States  next  winter,  when  most  Legislatures  will  be 
in  session. 

At  the  request  of  the  editors  I  prepared  an  article  on  the 
sociological  and  statistical  points  of  the  Report,  which  was  printed 
in  the  Political  Science  Quarterly  in  December.  It  is  expected 
that  one  of  the  editors,  a  Professor  of  Law  in  Columbia-,  who  is 
exceptionally  well  qualified  for  the  task,  will  write  for  that 
J Quarterly  one  article  at  least  on  the  Report  from  the  point  of  view 
taken  by  historical  and  comparative  jurisprudence. 

The  Appendix  to  the  Report  especially  deserves  public  attention, 
and  particularly  that  of  students  and  writers.  In  its  less  than  a 
hundred  pages  will  be  found  a  great  amount  of  information  on 
European  laws  and  statistics  of  Marriage  and  Divorce.  A  large 
part  of  this  material  is  now  for  the  first  time  accessible  in  English, 
and  much  of  it  is  entirely  new.  It  will  be  surprising  if  the  study 
,of  its  material  and  the  careful  examination  of  the  principles  and 
methods  of  legislation  and  administration  do  not  prove  to  be  of  great 
service  in  the  solution  of  our  American  problems. 

Too  much  stress,  it  seems  to  me,  is  not  likely  to  be  put  upon 
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this  need  of  careful  study.  This  problem  of  Marriage  and  Divorce, 
now  before  the  civilized  world,  is  so  great;  so  old,  and  yet  so  new 
in  many  of  its  phases  ;  so  intricate  in  its  varied  causes  and  conditions  ; 
so  complex  in  its  elements  ;  and  withal  so  much  outside  the  current 
thinking  of  most  people,  that  it  is  not  easy  to  put  too  much  emphasis 
into. this  plea  for  broad  and  thorough  study.  I  have  been  impressed 
anew  with  this  on  reading  the  dozen  or  more  papers  in  the  North 
American  and  Forum.  Discussion  is  good,  very  good  in  its  way. 
But  true  study  is  a  different  thing  from  discussion  and  vastly  more 
useful.  While  we  rejoice  in  the  former,  we  are  still  more  gratified 
when  we  get  the  latter. 


NATIONAL  LEGISLATION. 


National  legislation,  or  uniformity  through  some  common  agree¬ 
ment  of  the  several  States  and  Territories,  has  been  one  of  the 
favorite  ways  of  meeting  the  evils  of  our  Marriage  and  Divorce  laws. 
Indeed,  it  has  required  some  courage,  and  not  a  little  wisdom,  to 
resist  appeals  to  the  League  to  lead  in  a  premature  movement  for  an 
Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  looking  to 
uniformity  on  these  subjects.  Our  Annual  Reports  and  our  various 
public  and  private  utterances  have  borne  witness  to  our  care  lest  such 
action  be  taken,  either  unnecessarily  or  prematurely.  We  have  as  a 
League  neither  directly  opposed  nor  positively  advocated  this  pop¬ 
ular  measure  for  the  solution  of  the  problem.  Several  reasons  exist 
for  this.  Some  of  them  grow  out  of  the  profound  political  difficulties 
of  the  favorite  scheme  of  constitutional  amendment,  and  need  not  be 
treated  here.  But  our  general  principles  of  action  have  always  kept 
us  from  giving  the  official  sanction  of  the  League  to  any  proposal 
of  a  definite  measure,  however  strongly  it  might  be  supported  by 
our  members  as  private  persons.  It  has  been  our  duty  to  investigate, 
arouse  public  attention,  stimulate  others  to  study  and  reform,  supply 
information,  point  out  principles  and  lines  of  action,  and  to  aid  in 
every  way  consistent  with  this  method.  There  can  be  little  doubt 
of  the  wisdom  of  this  course,  for  at  least  the  earlier  years  of  reform. 

Uniformity,  either  through  national  or  State  legislation,  may 
come  or  it  may  not.  Our  simple  contention  has  been  that  the 
question  could  not  be  taken  up  seriously,  with  a  view  to  positive 
advance  towards  its  practical  solution,  until  the  country  should  be 
in  possession  of  more  accurately  ascertained  facts  bearing  upon  it 
than  those  supplied  by  common  observation.  But  we  did  not  know 


the  facts.  Nobody  knew  them  on  a  scale  necessary  to  form  a  sound 
opinion  from  them.  Your  Secretary  held  and  expressed  the  opinion 
for  many  years  that  it  did  not  seem  probable  that  more  than  io  or  15 
per  cent,  of  the  divorces  in  the  country  could  come  from  that  class 
which  would  be  cut  oh'  by  a  uniform  law  ;  that  is,  of  divorces  granted 
to  persons  who  go  from  the  State  of  their  proper  residence  to 
another  to  obtain  them.  Accordingly,  it  was  urged  that  to  secure 
mere  uniformity,  on  any  basis  likely  to  be  established  as  to  causes, 
with  a  view  to  reduce  the  numbers  of  divorces  very  largely, would  be 
a  practical  failure.  But  this  was,  like  the  rest,  a  personal  opinion 
founded  on  a  limited  knowledge  of  the  subject.  We,  therefore,  for 
this  purpose  and  for  the  wider  necessities  of  our  work,  began  more 
than  six  years  ago  a  persistent  effort  to  get  Congress  to  provide  for 
discovery'  of  the  facts,  meanwhile  advancing  cautiously  in  the  depart¬ 
ment  of  legislation,  but  diligently  encouraging  educational  and 
practical  work  for  the  development  of  sound  ideas  of  the  Family. 

WHERE  PEOPLE  GO  FOR  THEIR  DIVORCES. 

The  results  of  the  official  investigation  abundantly  justify  our 
course.  For,  to  take  it  up  and  consider  more  fully  the  figures 
already  given  on  an  earlier  page,  we  find  that  in  twenty  years,  in  a 
country  where  23.2  per  cent,  of  all  its  native-born  inhabitants  in 
1870,  and  22.1  per  cent,  in  18S0,  had  moved  from  the  State  of  their 
birthplace  to  some  other;  with  all  the  legitimate  migration  of 
married  couples  in  the  9.17  years  that  on  the  average  intervene 
between  marriage  and  divorce  ;  and  with  the  inducements  which 
people  have  and  which  our  laws  hold  out  for  migration  expressly  to 
obtain  divorce  ;  we  find  that  with  all  this,  the  Report  shows  that 
80.1  per  cent,  of  all  the  divorced  couples  who  had  been  married 
anywhere  in  the  United  States,  and  whose  place  of  marriage 
was  given  in  the  files  of  the  courts ,  were  divorced  in  the  State 
in  which  their  marriage  had  occurred.  This  leaves  only  19.9 
per  cent,  to  cover  two  classes  :  First,  there  are  those  who  moved  to 
make  permanent  homes  in  another  State  after  marriage  without 
thought  of  divorce.  The  interval  between  marriage  and  divorce 
we  have  found  to  average  for  the  period  and  country  as  a  whole 
9.17  years.  Secondly,  we  find  in  the  remaining  part  of  this  19.9 
per  cent,  those  who  purposely  sought  divorce  in  another  State  than 
that  of  their  legal  residence.  How  large  this  last  is  cannot  now. 
be  known.  I  think  it  as  likely  to  fall  below  10  per  cent,  as  to 
rise  above  it. 
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These  figures  are  given  in  great  fulness  of  detail  in  the  Report  of 
the  Commissioner  of  Labor.  They  are  given  in  two  ways.  That 
is,  the  tables  show  not  only  where  those  divorced  in  each  State  were 
married,  but  they  also  show  where  those  who  were  married  in  any 
State  and  divorced  anywhere  in  the  United  States  obtained  their 
divorces.  The  Report  also  shows  the  movement  of  population  for 
comparison.  These  two  tables  are  so  interesting  that  they  are 
substantially  reproduced  below  : 


Place  of  Marriage  of  Couples  Divorced  in  the  United  States 

from  1867  to  1886. 


1T7 >ere  Married. 

- A - 


Where  Divorceu 

Jn  the 
State 

In  other 
of  United 

Jn  Foreign 

Unknown. 

Total. 

Alabama . 

named. 

States. 

294 

Countries. 

2 

153 

5,204 

Arizona . 

115 

4 

27 

236 

Arkansas . . 

770 

12 

442 

6,036 

California . 

3,347 

645 

694 

12,115 

Colorado . .  , 

2,224 

201 

94 

3,6S7 

Connecticut . . 

6 

2 

8,493 

8,542 

Dakota . 

762 

86 

51 

1,087 

Delaware . 

77 

i 

46 

289 

District  of  Columbia . 

362 

22 

73 

1,105 

Florida . 

294 

40 

130 

2,128 

3,958 

Georgia . 

176 

O 

O 

567 

Idaho .  . 

224 

9 

3 

368 

Illinois . 

.  25,482 

6,924 

1,203 

2,463 

36,072 

Indiana . 

•  3,867 

140 

2,988 

25,193 

Iowa. . . . 

4,573 

425 

2,332 

16,561 

Kansas .  .  . 

3,158 

OS 

349 

7,191 

Kentucky . 

801 

22 

1,304 

10,248 

Louisiana .  • 

72 

13 

188 

1,697 

Maine . . 

1,05:5 

180 

57 

8,412 

Maryland . 

240 

28 

51 

2,185 

Massachusetts . 

. .  7,668 

1,812 

324 

19 

9,853 

Michigan .  . 

3,015 

758 

169 

18,433 

Minnesota .  . 

1,228 

257 

112 

3,623 

Mississippi .  •  •  • 

226 

O 

»> 

223 

5,040 

Missouri .  . 

2,500 

267 

529 

15,275 

Montana .  . 

441 

49 

40 

822 

Nebraska . 

1,577 

68 

237 

3,034 

Nevada . 

568 

62 

65 

1,128 

New  Hampshire . 

.  3,631 

1,045 

66 

237 

4,979 

New  Jersey .  .  •  • 

680 

102 

5 

2,642 

New  Mexico .  . 

141  • 

6 

11 

254 

New  York . 

.  13,149 

1,435 

621 

150 

15,355 

ATnrtVi  riflrnlinfl . 

. . .  1,177 

25 

136 

1,3:18 

26,367 

Ohio . 

3,345 

553 

1,308 

Oregon .  .  • 

.  1,433 

922 

57 

197 

2,609 

Pennsylvania . 

1,334 

174 

1,770 

16,020 

Rhode  Island . 

.  3,187 

796 

83 

396 

4,462 

South  Carolina . 

.  144 

16 

1 

*> 

163 

Tennessee . 

.  8,403 

547 

27 

648 

9,625 

Texas . 

963 

95 

2,690 

11,450 

Utah . 

1,889 

387 

534 

4,077 

Vermont . 

394 

58 

320 

3,238 

Virginia . 

.  2,425 

171 

8 

31 

2,635 

Washington . 

.  390 

501 

45 

59 

995 

West  Virginia . 

582 

16 

393 

2,555 

Wisconsin . 

.  6,976 

1,919 

527 

566 

9,988 

Wyoming . 

238 

19 

37 

400 

United  States . 

.  231,867 

57,679 

7,739 

31,389 

*328,674 

*The  total  in  this  table  falls  short  of  the  total  divorces  in  the  United  States  by  42,  those 
granted  in  Alaska  and  the  Indian  Territory  not  being  included. 
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The  next  table  shows  the  reverse  side  of  the  facts  given  in  the 
former  table,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  marriages  in  this  country. 
That  is,  the  first  column  gives  the  place  of  marriage  instead  of  that 
of  divorce,  and  the  others  show  the  place  of  divorce  of  the 
marriages  celebrated  in  a  given  State  or  Territory  : 


Place  of 

Divorce  of  Couples 

Married  in  the 

United  Si 

'ATES 

FR 

OM  186 

7  to  1886. 

Where  Divorced. 

Where  Divorced. 

In  the 

In  other 

In  the 

In  other 

> 

Where  Married. 

State 

of  United 

Total. 

Where  Married. 

State 

of  United 

Total. 

named. 

States. 

named. 

States. 

Alabama . 

. .  4,755 

388 

5,143 

Missouri . 

.  11,979 

3,574 

15,553 

Arizona . 

90 

27 

117 

Montana . 

46 

338 

Arkansas . 

..  4,812 

322 

5,134 

Nebraska . 

.  1,152 

416 

1,568 

California . 

.  7,429 

787 

8,216 

Nevada . 

.  433 

269 

702 

Colorado . 

..  1,168 

200 

1,368 

New  Hampshire. . 

.  .3,631 

1,139 

4,770' 

Connecticut . 

41 

844 

885 

New  Jersey . 

.  1,855 

1,594 

3,449 

Dakota . 

188 

113 

301 

New  Mexico . 

.  96 

50 

146 

Delaware . 

165 

62 

227 

New  York . 

.  13,149 

9,205 

22,354 

Dist.  of  Columbia  . . . 

648 

232 

880 

North  Carolina. . . 

.  1,177 

348 

1,525' 

Florida . 

84 

1,748 

Ohio . 

. 21,161 

4,964 

26,125 

Georgia . 

. .  3,212 

439 

3,651 

Oregon  . 

.  1,433 

301 

1,734 

Idaho . 

80 

212 

Pennsylvania. . . . 

.  12,742 

4,127 

16,869 

Illinois . 

..  25,482 

5,429 

30,911 

Rhode  Island . 

.  3,187 

492 

3,679 

Indiana . 

..  18,198 

2,646 

20,844 

South  Carolina... 

.  144 

182 

326 
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. .  9,231 

2,319 

11,550 

Tennessee . 

.  8,403 

951 

9,354 

Kansas . . 

. .  3,616 

832 

4,448 

Texas . . 

.  7,702 

323 

8,025 

Kentucky . 

..  8,121 

1,122 

9,243 

Utah . 

.  1,267 

162 

1,429 

Louisiana . 

..  1,424 

419 

1,843 

Vermont . 

.  2,466 

977 

3,443 

Maine . 

. .  7,122 

850 

7,972 

Virginia _ _ 

.  2,425 

790 

3,215 

Maryland . 

..  1,866 

491 

2,357 

Washington . 

.  390 

218 

60S 

Massachusetts . 

. .  7*668 

3,295 

10,963 

West  Virginia  . . . . 

.  1,564 

184 

1,748 

Michigan . 

..  14,491 

2,793 

17,284 

Wisconsin . 

.  6,976 

2,430 

9,406 

Minnesota . 

. .  2,026 

665 

2,691 

Wyoming . 

.  106 

113 

219 

4  588 

385 

4  973 

United  States  ... . 

57,679 

289,546 

It  would  be  hard  to  give  a  finer  example  of  the  usefulness  of 
scientific  statistical  work  than  these  tables  afford.  A  more  important 
correction  of  popular  and  even  highly  intelligent  opinion  does  not 
often  occur.  A  distinguished  gentleman,  whose  judgment  of  the 
value  of  the  facts  brought  out  in  this  part  of  the  Report  of  Mr. 
Wright  is  worth  as  much  as  that  of  any  man  in  the  country,  told  me 
that  the  official  discovery  of  the  single  fact  that  So  per  cent,  of  all 
our  divorces  are  granted  in  the  State  where  the  parties  were 
married,  will  alone  pay  the  cost  of  the  Report. 

We  may  well  be  pleased  with  the  service  this  investigation  has 
rendered  to  our  country.  But  better  still,  we  now  may  feel  that  we 
have  some  clearer  ideas  of  the  ground  on  which  we  stand  and  of 
that  to  which  we  must  advance.  The  centre  of  the  problem  of 
Divorce  legislation  is  now  proven  to  be  located  elsewhere  than  in  the 
question  of  uniformity,  though  this  is  by  no  means  eliminated  from 
the  problem.  But  we  know  something  of  its  size  and  place.  We 
know  many  other  things.  For  we  have  accomplished  a  reallv 
scientific  survey  of  our  ground. 
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OTHER  FEATURES  OF  THE  REPORT. 

The  value  of  this  investigation  would  be  made  more  apparent  by 
study  of  other  striking  particulars  already  noted.  The  movement  of 
Divorce  in  different  parts  of  the  country,  among  whites  and  blacks, 
among  .our  own  people  and  those  married  in  other  countries  ;  the 
length  of  married  life  before  divorce  ;  the  number  of  children  among 
the  divorced ;  the  relation  of  intemperance  to  divorce;  divorce  in 
cities  and  rural  counties  ;  the  proportion  of  applications  granted  and 
refused  ;  and  last,  but  not  least,  a  correct  and  official  digest  of  the 
Marriage  and  Divorce  laws  of  the  United  States  and  the  largest  part 
of  Europe,  are  interesting  and  valuable  features  of  the  Report.  A 
good  deal  of  material,  mostly  relating  to  details,  that  could  not  be 
published  without  swelling  the  volume  to  an  unwieldy  size,  is  still 
in  the  archives  of  the  Department. 

THE  CONDITION  OF  OUR  MARRIAGE  LAWS. 

Special  mention  should  be  made  of  the  condition  of  our  marriage 
laws  as  it  is  brought  out  in  the  Report,  and  of  the  very  defective 
state  of  the  records  of  Marriage  and  Divorce  in  many  States.  Only 
twenty-one  States  require  any  returns  of  marriage  to  be  made  to  a 
State  officer.  Even  the  registration  of  marriages  is  compulsory  in 
very  few  States.  And  the  attempt  to  give  the  most  important  facts 
useful  in  legislation  or  sociological  work  is  not  often  made.  Let 
us  take  a  single  example  of  the  lack  of  information  regarding 
divorce  which  still  exists.  A  distinguished  writer  has  recommended, 
as  the  most  important  single  contribution  to  the  solution 
of  the  divorce  question,  a  law  absolutely  forbidding  the  remar¬ 
riage  of  all  divorced  persons.  He  gives  as  a  reason  for  this, 
his  opinion,  which  he  says  is  also  that  of  well-informed  lawyers, 
that  nine-tenths,  if  not  ninety-nine-hundredths,  of  the  divorce  cases 
would  disappear  from  the  calendars  of  our  courts  if  remarriage 
should  in  all  cases  be  impossible.  Now  this  opinion  should  be 
capable  of  being  tested  by  carefully  gathered  facts.  A  simple  way 
to  get  at  these  facts,  approximately,  would  be  to  have  all  marriage 
licenses  give  the  previous  conjugal  condition  of  all  who  apply  for 
them.  The  number  of  divorced  persons  remarried  in  a  term  of  years, 
compared  with  the  whole  number  divorced,  could  thus  be  learned, 
and  the  plea  for  the  proposed  legislation  could  then  be  supported  by 
some  reasonably'  well-established  facts.  One  State  is  beffinninsr  to 
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use  this  method.  It  could  easily  be  adopted  in  others.  Now  this 
is  only  one  of  a  number  of  simple  features  that  can  readily  be 
incorporated  into  the  laws  of  States  and  countries  now  having  some 
system  of  marriage  registration.  But  in  most  States,  the  whole 
work  of  the  registration  of  divorces,  and  largely  of  marriages,  is  yet 
to  be  inaugurated.  The  occupation  of  the  divorced  as  well  as  of  the 
married,  their  residence  by  town  or  city,  their  ages,  children, 
nativity,  and  if  practicable,  religious  affiliations,  their  criminal  or 
other  vicious  habits,  would  be  invaluable  aids  both  in  legislation  and 
in  reformatory  work.  Mr.  Wright,  in  his  Report,  does  not  hesitate 
to  speak  strongly  on  some  of  these  points.  It  is  eminently  fitting 
that  the  League  induce  the  several  States  to  provide  for  such 
registration  and  for  statistical  report  of  the  results.  Probably  a 
conference  of  statisticians  and  others  interested  might  lead  ultimately 
to  some  system  of  statistics  common  in  many  particulars  to  all  our 
States  and  to  some  foreign  countries. 

And  we  should  not  forget  that  many  other  most  important  phases 
of  the  subject  are  still  within  the  reach  of  the  Department  of  Labor 
at  Washington,  provided  Congress  supplies  the  means  for  doing  the 
work.  This  probably  is  one  of  the  many  cases  in  which  future 
outlays  of  money  will  bring  larger  returns  than  those  made  in 
clearing  the  ground.  And  there  is  no  better  time  to  increase 
this  information  than  directly  after  the  issue  of  the  present  Report 
of  the  Commissioner.  Those  of  us  who  have  studied  the  subject 
know  that  the  statistical  field  is  still  rich  in  possible  returns. 

OTHER  LEGISLATIVE  WORK. 

The  legislative  work  before  us  is  now  fairly  opened.  It  is  now 
possible  to  make  a  critical  examination  of  the  laws  and  of  their  effects 
in  a  way  wholly  impracticable  before.  Comparative  study  of  Euro¬ 
pean  and  American  law  and  conditions  is  now  within  reach  of  large 
numbers.  Before,  only  scholars,  or  those  able  to  go  through  a  large 
iV  number  of  statute  books  and  the  annual  publications  of  scores  of 
States,  could  make  this  study.  There  is  little  doubt  that  this  com- 
parative  work  will  now  be  done.  During  the  year,  an  official  of 
France  has  begun  to  prepare  for  a  special  report  to  his  own  govern¬ 
ment,  not  only  on  Marriage  and  Divorce  in  the  United  States  as 
brought  out  in  the  Report  of  the  Commissioner,  but  also  on  the 
movement  for  reform.  This  has  been  deemed  to  be  of  service  to  the 
French  people  and  government  in  connection  with  their  experience 
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under  their  new  law  of  1SS4.  A  paper  is  also  to  be  presented  on 
the  subject  to  the  French  Academy  of  Sciences. 

Our  attention  has  been  called  by  various  parties  to  movements  in 
Canada  and  New  South  Wales  to  change  the  laws  of  divorce  in 
those  countries.  The  problem  presented,  in  New  South  Wales 
especially,  is,  in  the  opinion  of  the  advocates  of  change,  to  introduce 
four  or  five  causes  for  which  divorce  may  be  allowed  in  place  of 
one,  and  to  guard  administration  so  well  that  these  countries  may 
escape  what  all  apparently  regard  as  the  deplorable  condition  of  the 
United  States.  Sir  Alfred  Stephen,  ex-Chief  Justice  of  New  South 
Wales,  who  is  a  conservative  friend  of  the  movement,  has  twice  or 
three  times  written  me  at  length  on  the  subject.  While  most 
conservative  Americans  would  rejoice  if  we  could  move  from  our 
extreme  laxity  of  law  and  administration  to  the  proposed  system  of 
these  countries,  many  will  hesitate,  after  the  experience  of  the 
United  States  and  France,  to  advise  this  change  there  with  its 
great  risks.1 

The  Governor  of  New  York,  at  the  beginning  of  the  past  year, 
recommended  steps  looking  to  uniformity  through  the  concerted  action 
of  the  States.  Senator  Dolph  of  Oregon  and  Mr.  Springer  of 
Illinois,  and  perhaps  others  also,  introduced  measures  into  the  last 
Congress  to  secure  constitutional  amendment  in  behalf  of  national 
legislation.  One  of  these  gentlemen  early  in  the  year  asked  your 
Secretary  to  advocate  this  or  some  other  measure  he  might  prefer 
before  the  Judiciary  Committee.  The  invitation  was  declined  on 
the  ground  that  such  a  course  would  be  unwise  until  we  could 
get  the  facts  which  the  Report,  when  completed,  would  bring 
out.  I  have  learned  that  Senator  Dolph  has  introduced  his  bill  into 
the  present  Congress. 

An  earnest  effort,  under  the  lead  of  Judge  Horton  and  others  of 
Chicago,  was  made  last  winter  to  induce  the  legislature  of  Illinois 
to  adopt  some  useful  and  entirely  reasonable  improvements  in  the 
divorce  laws  of  that  State.  But  though  ably  advocated  before  the 
legislature  and  in  the  press,  and  warmly  supported  by  some  members  * 
of  the  legislature,  the  bill  was  lost.  It  may  be  hoped  that  with  the 
increased  information  now  given  on  the  condition  of  things  in  that 
State,  the  effort  will  be  renewed  and  made  successful.  Not  much 
probably  has  been  lost  anywhere  by  the  delay  of  legislation  until 


1  This  measure  has  now  passed  the  Colonial  Legislature  and  has  been  sent  to  the 
Colonial  Office  in  England  for  the  approval  of  the  Home  Government,  which  hitherto 
has  been  refused. 


J9 


after  the  publication  of  the  Report;  and  we  may  expect  that  a 
revival  of  interest  in  legislative  reform  will  take  place  next  winter 
when  the  legislatures  of  most  States  will  hold  their  biennial  sessions. 

That  there  is  plenty  to  be  done  will  be  seen  on  brief  reference 
to  some  of  the  defects  of  our  Marriage  and  Divorce  laws.  The 
majority  of  States,  as  has  already  been  intimated,  are  yet  to  provide 
for  themselves  some  kind  of  a  system  for  the  registration  of  marriages 
in  such  a  way  that  returns  can  be  collected  and  published.  Congress 
in  1 887  ordered  that  certificates  of  each  marriage  be  filed  in  the 
probate  courts  in  all  the  Territories.  It  would  seem  desirable 
and  perhaps  practicable  that  it  should  further  provide  for  their 
annual  official  publication.  And  then  let  the  States  that  now  have 
systems  of  official  registration  perfect  them,  and  let  the  citizens  of 
other  States  be  stirred  up  to  bring  those  into  line.  This  is  on  the 
assumption  that  good  systems  of  issuing  marriage  licenses  on  some 
common  plan  shall  exist  and  be  made  effective  everywhere.  The 
present  lack  of  uniformity  works  badly.  One  State,  like 
Pennsylvania  recently,  or  Massachusetts  many  years  ago,  adopts  a 
reasonable  system  of  license  and  registration.  At  first  this  sends 
many  people,  especially  where  a  great  city  like  Philadelphia  is  on 
the  border  of  the  State,  into  some  adjoining  State,  not  sb  much  to 
escape  a  small  fee  as  to  avoid  answers  to  a  few  entirely  reasonable 
questions  as  to  age,  consent  of  parents  if  minors,  previous  conjugal 
condition  and  place  of  birth.  In  time  this  will  be  remedied,  either 
by  corrective  legislation  in  the  other  States  or  gradually  by  a  better 
sense  of  the  proprieties  of  marriage.  But  after  all,  this  state  of 
affairs  affects  a  small  part  of  the  entire  number  of  marriages  in  a 
large  State,  and  those  chiefly  on  its  borders. 

It  is  desirable,  too,  that  provision  be  made  for  orderly  marriage 
under  proper  licenses,  before  officially  recognized  authorities,  with 
witnesses,  and  with  reasonable  official  record  of  persons  who  are 
known  to  be  of  suitable  age,  conditions  as  to  relationship  and  as  to 
previous  conjugal  condition.  The  important  work  of  making  men 
and  women  fit  for  marriage  does  not  come  within  the  province  of 
law.  But  legislation  and  administration  can  give  society  suitable 
legal  forms.  And  few  things  in  the  Report  on  Marriage  and 
Divorce  are  more  serious  than  its  disclosure  of  the  crude  and  almost 
chaotic  condition  of  our  marriage  laws  in  general.  The  highly 
important  social  transaction  of  marriage,  carrying  with  it  many  of  the 
large  interests  of  home,  children,  personal  status  and  inheritance, 
is  surely  deserving  of  the  utmost  care.  Yet  at  present  American 
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law  is  vastly  less  careful  of  domestic  interests,  as  affected  by  Marriage 
and  Divorce,  than  it  is  of  the  transactions  and  records  of  real  property. 
The  American  people,  surely,  should  not  long  permit  property  to 
gain  the  ear  of  legislation  more  readily  than  the  Family. 

The  Commissioner  of  Labor  further  calls  attention  officially  to 
the  condition  of  the  records  of  divorce  in  some  sections  and  to  that  of 
statistics.  These  also  concern  great  social  interests.  Provisions  for 
the  preservation  of  files  of  divorce  papers,  and  their  protection  from 
fire,  theft  and  improper  examination,  and  for  their  record  in  the 
books  of  the  courts,  and  collection  and  publication  by  proper 
departments  in  the  several  States,  should  be  considered.  Perhaps 
uniformity  under  constitutional  amendment  is  the  only  solution  of 
the  difficulty.  I  am  now  pointing  to  the  need  under  the  existing 
conditions. 

The  special  subject  of  divorce  legislation  is  also  before  us  now 
in  such  a  way  that  it  can  be  intelligently  studied  and  treated 
advantageously.  The  spirit  of  reform  has  evidently  completely 
checked  the  increase  of  loose  legislation.  In  a  few  States,  the  only 
ones  in  the  Union  where  any  decrease  of  divorces  is  found,  it  has 
put  a  few  better  laws  on  the  statute  book.  But  the  great  work  is 
yet  almost'  untouched.  We  shall  have  to  consider  such  points  as 
the  following  :  The  careful  definition  or  the  abolition  of  the  loosely 
defined  causes  of  divorce  that  still  remain  on  our  statute  books. 
Provision  for  the  defence  by  the  State  of  all  suits  is  another  point. 
At  least  two  judges,  who  try  divorce  cases  in  Massachusetts,  have 
privately  favored  this  measure,  which  already  exists  in  form  at  least 
in  some  States.  The  point,  lately  made  law  in  one  or  two  States, 
requiring  that  a  suitable  period  intervene  between  the  application 
for  divorce  and  the  trial  of  the  suit  for  it,  will  naturally  receive 
attention.  The  restriction  upon  remarriage  which  has  lately  received 
the  able  advocacy  of  Mr.  Gladstone  and  the  Hon.  Edward  J.  Phelps, 
late  Minister  to  England,  who  would  go  to  the  extent  of  absolute 
prohibition  of  all  remarriage,  has  been  a  feature  of  legislative  reform 
in  three  or  four  States,  and  is  likely  to  receive  more  attention. 
But  generally  the  restriction  covers  only  two  or  three  years.  All 
these  points  must  be  carefully  considered,  each  by  itself  and  in 
relation  to  the  law  of  the  Family  as  a  whole,  and  to  the  peculiar 
legal  and  social  systems  of  various  parts  of  the  country.  I  refer  to 
them  to  suggest  and  not  to  advocate. 
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INTERNATIONAL  CO-OPERATION. 

The  subject  of  a  conference,  either  by  correspondence  or  in  some 
kind  of  assembly,  of  those  who  take  an  interest  in  the  subject  in 
various  parts  of  the  world,  has  long  been  in  mind  as  one  of  the  desir¬ 
able  events  of  the  future,  if  not  a  necessitv.  The  remarkable 
uniformity  of  the  increase  of  divorces  in  most  civilized  countries  of 
the  entire  world,  with  a  wide  interest  and  considerable  activity  in 
reform  in  many  of  them,  and  their  increasing  inter-communications 
and  closer  social  relations,  make  it  seem  fitting  that  they  all  move 
towards  some  common  system  of  law  relating  to  the  Family.  The 
statistical,  social  and  legal  aspects  of  the  problems  of  Marriage  and 
Divorce  are  gaining  attention  more  and  more.  Austria,  Germany 
and  Italy,  have  adopted  within  the  period  covered  by  our  work, 
somewhat  elaborate  systems  of  statistics  on  these  subjects.  The  Report 
of  our  own  Government,  which  has  gathered  up  the  known  statistics 
of  the  world,  and  the  leading  facts  of  law,  besides  making  an  original 
contribution  far  greater  than  that  of  any,  if  not  all  previous  collec¬ 
tions,  either  in  Europe  or  America,  will  perhaps  lead  the  way  to  some 
common  scheme  of  statistics,  to  which  methods  of  existing  systems 
may  be  adjusted  in  part,  and  to  which  the  numerous  States  which  need 
to  introduce  this  work,  may  conform.  A  comparative  study  of  the 
laws  relating  to  Marriage  and  Divorce  and  of  their  administration, 
together  with  that  of  the  various  social  aspects  of  these  subjects,  to 
which  leading  statisticians,  jurists,  publicists  and  sociologists  might 
bring  the  wisdom  of  many  minds  from  many  States  and  countries, 
would  undoubtedly  be  of  much  service  to  the  world  and  to  those 
concerned.  Certainly,  the  universal  interest  that  the  Family  has 
for  men,  and  the  gravity  of  the  present  situation,  justify  such  a 
suggestion.  It  may  be  well  to  throw  it  out  now,  that  it  may  be  con¬ 
sidered  and  the  fit  opportunity  seized  whenever  it  comes.  It  may, 
perhaps,  come  as  an  incident  of  some  of  the  International  Confer¬ 
ences  that  are  now  becoming  more  frequent. 

EDUCATIONAL  WORK  AND  LITERATURE. 

The  measures  taken  in  earlier  years  to  stimulate  interest  in 
higher  educational  institutions  and  elsewhere  in  the  study  of  the 
Family  and  its  problems  are  prosecuted  as  our  time  and  means  per¬ 
mit.  The  evidence  of  the  usefulness  of  this  work,  and  of  beginnings 
in  many  institutions,  has  come  oftener  in  our  correspondence 
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and  in  other  ways  the  past  year  than  ever  before.  Personally 
I  have  done  less  work  in  lectures  than  in  some  former  years. 
Two  lectures  at  Chautauqua  reached  a  good  many  thoughtful  minds, 
and  some  lectures  were  given  in  other  places.  But  what  is 
better,  more  such  work  has  been  done  by  others.  In  one  single 
month,  I  received  inquiries  for  aid  to  those  taking  up  these 
subjects  in  courses  of  lectures,  in  special  study  or  theses,  from 
six  or  eight  different  colleges  and  universities.  Perhaps  half  of 
these  letters,  as  they  are  scattered  through  the  year,  come  from  pro¬ 
fessors,  and  the  other  half  from  students.  And  few  weeks  pass  in 
the  whole  year  when  there  are  not  one  or  more  calls  in  some  form  for 
help  in  the  study  of  social  problems.  On  no  class  of  topics,  as 
everybody  knows,  are  young  men  as  a  whole  making  more  eager 
inquiry  than  on  social  problems.  And  more  ought  to  know  that 
students  are  coming  to  see  that  the  Family  is  central  among  these, 
and  that  means  for  its  proper  study  should  be  provided. 

Probably  more  books  and  articles  in  reviews  and  magazines 
have  been  written  on  Marriage  and  Divorce  the  last  twelve  months, 
than  in  any  former  year  since  our  work  began. 

The  Report  of  the  Department  of  Labor  is,  of  course,  by  far  the 
most  important  book  of  the  year.  It  marks  an  epoch  in  the  history 
of  the  subject.  If  the  expected  appropriation  for  a  new  edition  is 
made,  it  can  be  put  into  the  hands  of  every  one  who  needs  it,  and 
will  take  the  trouble  to  ask  his  member  of  Congress  or  the  Com¬ 
missioner  to  send  it  to  him. 

Five  volumes,  as  already  noted,  have  been  published  on  Mar¬ 
riage  and  Divorce.  They  are  :  The  Geography  of  Marriage  ;  or,  the 
Legal  Perplexities  of  Wedlock  in  the  United  States.  By  W.  L. 
Snyder.  G.  P.  Putnam’s  Sons,  New  York. 

Marriage  and  Divorce  in  Physical,  Ps}^chical,  Moral  and  Social 
Relations,  According  to  Law  Natural  and  Revealed.  By  B.  F. 
Franklin,  D.  D.  New  York:  Young  &  Co. 

Marriage  and  Divorce  in  the  United  States  :  As  They  Are  and 
As  They  Ought  To  Be.  By  D.  Convers,  S.  S.  J.  E.,  assistant  at 
St.  Clement’s  Church,  Philadelphia.  J.  B.  Lippincott  &  Co. 

Marriage  and  Divorce  :  An  Inquiry  into  the  Moral,  the  Practical, 
the  Political,  and  the  Religious  Aspects  of  the  Question.  By  Ap. 
Richard,  M.  A.  Cantab.  With  appendices  by  Prof.  David  Swing, 
and  others.  Chicago  and  New  York  :  Rand,  McNally  &  Company. 

Treatise  on  Divorce.  By  Charles'  Caverno.  Madison,  Wis. 
Midland  Publishing  Co. 


These  are  written  from  various  points  of  view  and  are  of  unequal 
value. 

The  articles  in  reviews  are  also  numerous.  I  will  not  attempt 
to  recount  them  all. 

The  Secretary  has  himself  written  in  the  Andove r  Review  for 
April  and  November,  the  former  article  giving  an  account  of  the 
movement  of  reformatory  legislation  upon  Divorce,  and  the  latter 
some  account  of  the  government  Report;  in  the  North  American 
for  November,  an  introduction  to  a  symposium  which,  so  far,  has 
run  through  three  successive  numbers  with  contributions  by  Car¬ 
dinal  Gibbons,  Bishop  Potter,  Robert  Ingersoll,  Mr.  Gladstone, 
Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  Senator  Dolph,  Mary  A.  Livermore,  Amelia  E. 
Barr,  Rose  Terry  Cooke,  Elizabeth  Stuart  Phelps  and  “Jennie  June 
in  the  Political  Science  Quarterly  for  December  on  the  Report 
to  be  followed,  as  already  explained,  by  one  of  the  editors  ;  and  in 
the  Century  for  January,  1S90,  on  “Problems  of  the  Family.”  The 
latter  is  one  of  a  series  of  papers  on  Social  Problems,  by  Bishop  Potter, 
Prof.  Shields  of  Princeton,  President  Low  of  Columbia,  Prof.  Ely  of 
Johns  Hopkins,  Rev.  Drs.  Munger  and  Langdon  and  myself,  who 
have  been  associated  in  their  study  for  nearly  two  years.  Hon. 
E.  J.  Phelps,  late  minister  to  Great  Britain,  has  written  on  Divorce  in 
•  the  Foriim  for  December.  An  article  of  some  interest,  but  of  little 
value,  appeared  in  the  Westminster  Review  for  May.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  has  done  more,  perhaps,  than  usual  the  past  year  in  contributions 
on  our  subjects  to  several  of  the  leading  religious  newspapers  ;  and 
an  unusual  amount  of  editorial  and  other  writing  on  the  subject 
from  various  pens  has  appeared  in  the  leading  dailies. 

Much  of  the  writing  on  Marriage  and  Divorce  has  been  too  far 
removed  from  that  careful  consideration  of  the  facts  that  is  necessary 
to  give  the  highest  value  to  it.  There  are  very  few  subjects,  it  seems 
to  me,  where  theory  and  traditional  opinion  combine  more  with 
personal  observation  to  turn  the  mind  away  from  original  sources  of 
knowledge  and  lead  to  conclusions  that  fail  to  command  the 
approval  of  the  reader  than  those  relating  to  Marriage  and  Divorce. 
But  it  may  be  expected  that  the  investigations  of  our  Government, 
the  trend  of  discussion  and  the  strong  influence  of  the  scientific 
methods  of  modern  study  will  do  much  to  remedy  this  difficulty. 
Reforms  hereafter  may  not  be  the  less  moved  by  strong  Christian 
purpose.  But  they  are,  both  from  popular  demand  and  by  virtue 
of  their  own  character,  becoming  more  widely  social  in  their  scope 
and  more  scientific  in  method. 
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PRACTICAL  WORK. 

The  ideal  presented  in  our  last  Report  of  a  sound,  healthy 
social  life,  in  which  the  home  shall  realize  its  highest  possibilities, 
as  a  distinct  social  force  of  itself,  having  its  own  conscious  duties 
and  rights,  must  be  iterated  and  reiterated.  The  right  formation, 
the  unity  and  integrity  of  the  Family,  and  the  efficacy  of  home- 
life  in  its  right  place  in  relation  to  the  great  religious,  educational, 
industrial  and  political  institutions,  is  the  great  social  problem  that 
lies  back  of  the  special  subjects  of  our  work.  And  the  principle  of 
self-help  must  be  called  into  service  in  the  solution  of  the  problem. 
One  of  the  best  things,  as  was  said  in  substance  last  year,  that  can 
be  done  for  the  home  is  to  help  it  to  its  rightful  place  in  social 
work.  It  has  been  long  treated  as  an  object  of  charity,  too  helpless 
to  be  trusted  to  do  even  its  own  work.  And  so  with  every  fresh 
sense  of  its  need,  we  have  rushed  off  to  call  in  the  aid  of  the  Sunday 
school,  the  common  school,  the  temperance  reform,  prison 
reform,  the  economic  reforms,  and  whatever  else  modern  society 
has  devised,  to  do  our  social  work,  with  small  thought  and  little 
invention  for  the  home  itself.  I  do  not  say  that  these  things  should 
have  been  omitted,  but  that  they  alone  are  not  enough.  These 
things  ought  ye  to  have  done  and  not  to  have  left  the  other  undone. 

The  Home  Department  of  the  Sunday  school  is  finding  its  way 
and  what  is  more,  it  is  opening  the  eyes  of  Christians  to  possibilities 
of  religious  work,  of  which  many  have  had  little  idea.  It  may  be 
the  beginning  of  a  movement  which  shall  lead  to  the  consciousness 
of  the  home  as  a  religious  force  deserving  something  of  the  thought 
and  skill  that  have  been  applied  to  the  development  of  religious 
instruction  in  Sunday  schools. 

A  Committee  of  the  National  Council  of  Congregational 
Churches  of  the  United  States  has,  at  my  suggestion,  been  charged 
with  “the  duty  of  studying  the  latent  or  imperfectly  developed 
resources  of  the  Family  and  the  Home  in  the  work  of  their 
churches,”  and  is  to  report  at  the  next  triennial  council.  A  suggestion 
to  some  eminent  members  of  the  General  Convention  of  the 
Protestant  Episcopal  Church,  that  it  undertake  from  its  own  position 
and  in  its  own  way  a  similar  work,  was  most  cordially  entertained 
by  those  to  whom  it  was  made.  Perhaps  if  it  had  not  been 
presented  at  a  late  stage  in  the  proceedings  of  the  Convention,  it 
might  have  led  to  some  highly  useful  results.  But  this  subject, 
which  was  also  brought  out  in  the  Century  for  January,  will 
inevitably  receive  attention  in  various  quarters. 
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The  Report  of  the  Treasurer  shows  that  we  have  had  for  this 
work  the  past  year  $2,388.25;  while  our  expenses  were  $2,603.80. 
There  were  $17.83  in  the  treasury  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 
This  leaves  us  with  a  debt  of  $197.72.  It  has  been  an  unusually 
hard  year  to  make  collections,  and  at  times  the  receipts  were  far 
behind  the  expenditures.  Let  us  hope  that  we  may  this  year  have 
early ,  unsolicited  remittances.  In  this  way  a  great  relief  would  be 
afforded. 

Our  receipts  should  also  be  increased.  Useful  opportunities 
are  lost,  simply  because  our  funds  have  been  too  meagre  to  justify 
the  expense  of  making  use  of  them.  There  will  be  more  of  these 
this  year  than  in  the  past,  and  no  hesitation  about  using  them  should 
be  necessary. 

Samuel  W.  Dike, 

Corresponding  Secretary. 


TREASURER’S  REPORT 


William  G.  Benedict,  Treasurer , 

Dr  In  account  with  the  National  Divorce  Reform  League.  Cr. 


1888. 

Dec.  31.  To  Balance,  .  .  .  j  $17.83 

1889.  “  Donations  for  the 

Dec.  31.  year  1889,  as  per 
detailed  memo¬ 
randum  below.  .  $2,388.25 

Balance,  .  .  .  $197.72 


$2,603.80 


1889. 

By  Salary  of  Cor.  Secretary,  .  $2,000.00 
“  Travelling  Expenses,  .  .  245.25 

“  Printing, . 189.90 

“  Postage  and  Stationery,  .  95.85 

“  Advertising,  Express,  Rent,  etc.  72.80 


$2,603.80 

Dec.  31,  1889.  By  Balance,  $197.72 


Jan.  5  Rev.  G.  Z.  Gray,  D.D.,  Cambridge,  Mass.  .  $10.00 

5  Thus.  M.  C.  Birmingham,  Altua,  Ark.  .  .  1.00 

14  Col.  Jacob  L.  Greene,  Hartford,  Ct.  .  .  .  25.00 

22  W.  O.  Grover,  Boston,  Mass . 50.00 

22  St.  John’s  Church,  Stamford,  Ct.  .  .  .  10.00 

31  Beneficent  Cong'l  Church,  Providence,  R.  I.  .  25.00 


Received  in  January .  $121.00 

Feb.  ,  6  Thomas  Doane,  Charlestown,  Mass.  .  .  $10.00 

11  Hon.  Wm.  E.  Dodge,  New  York  .  .  .  100.00 

13i!Geo.  Knapp,  Auburndale,  Mass.  .  .  .  5.00 

13  “Friends  in  Hanover,  N.  H.”  ....  15.00 

20  Prof.  T.  W.  Dwight,  LL.  D.,  New  York  .  .  25.00 

26  Rev.  P.  D.  Cowan,  Wellesley,  Mass.  .  .  .  5.00 


Received  in  February .  $160.00 

Mar.  2  Mrs.  John  N.  Mason,  Providence,  R.  I.  .  $10.00 

2  E.  W.  Mason,  “  “  .  .  10.00 

4  Rev.  William  H.  Cobb,  Newton  Centre,  Mass.  .  5.00 

5  Rev.  W.  P.  Fisher,  Brunswick,  Me.  .  .  .  5.00 

5  Franklin  Street  Church,  Manchester,  N.  H.  .  25.00 

13  Hon.  E.  TI.  Bennett,  LL.  D.,  Boston,  Mass.  .  10.00 

13  Prof.  William  Lawrence,  Cambridge,  Mass.  .  15.00 

13  Prof.  E.  Y.  Hincks,  D.  D.,  Andover,  Mass.  .  5.00 
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Mar.  25  Rev.  Charles  Wadsworth,  Jr.,  AYorcester,  Mass.  $10.00 
28  Pres.  W.  DeWitt  Hyde,  D.D.,  Brunswick,  Me.  5.00 

30  W.  G.  Benedict,  Boston,  Mass . 25.00 


Received  in  March . '  .  $125.00 

April  4  St.  John’s  Church,  Washington,  D.  C.  .  .  $10.00 

4  Rev.  W.  H.  H.  Moore,  Hartford,  Ct.  .  .  5.00 

4  Mrs.  Emily  W.  Appleton,  Boston,  Mass.  .  .  10.00 

10  Hon.  Hamilton  A.  Hill,  Boston,  Mass.  .  .  10.00 

10  Samuel  D.  Warren,  Boston,  Mass.  .  .  .  15.00 

10  Rev.  A.  B.  Hunter,  Raleigh,  X.  C.  .  .  .  5.00 

11  J.  US’.  Denison,  Boston,  Mass . 15.00 

14  Rev.  Thomas  W.  Thompson,  AYorcester,  Mass.  10.00 

14  Rev.  H.  G.  Hoadley,  Canaan,  Conn.  .  .  .  5.00 

15  Hon.  N.  Shipman,  Hartford,  Ct.  .  .  .  25.00 

15  Dr.  Geo.  C.  Shattuck,  Boston,  Mass.  .  .  .  25.00 

17  Col.  Elliott  F.  Shepard,  N.  Y.  ...  25.00 

18  Rev.  Lyman  Abbott,  D.D.,  Brooklyn,  NT.  Y.  .  10.00 

23  Rev.  H.  Fairbanks,  St.  Johnsbury,  Vt,.  .  .  20.00 

24  Trinity  Church,  Boston,  Mass . 100.00 

24  A  Friend,  Auburndale,  Mass .  2.00 

27  Hon.  Jeremiah  Halsey,  Norwich,  Ct.  .  .  5.00 

27  Rt.  Rev.  H.  A.  Neely,  D.D.,  Portland,  Me.  .  5.00 

Received  in  April .  $302.00 

May  1  Rt.  Rev.  B.  H.  Paddock,  D.D.,  Boston,  Mass.  .  $20.00 

6  Hon.  Seth  Low,  Brooklyn,  X.  Y.  25.00 

6  Gen.  S.  C.  Armstrong,  Hampton,  Ya.  .  .  10.00 

7  Rev.  Arthur  Lawrence,  Stockbridge,  Mass.  .  25.00 

7  Mrs.  Emily  H.  Corliss,  Providence,  R.  I.  .  .  10.00 

9  Rev.  D.  Merriman,  D.D.,  AYorcester,  Mass.  .  25.00 

15  Grace  Church,  New  York . 100.00 

15  C.  A.  Richardson,  Chelsea,  Mass.  .  .  .  3.00 

18  G.  Henry  Whitcomb,  AYorcester,  Mass.  .  .  25.00 

18  Rev.  D.  AY.  AYaldron,  Boston,  Mass.  .  .  2.00 

18  Prof.  E.  H.  Griffin,  D.D.,  LL.  D.,  Baltimore, Md.  5.00 

18  Rev.  H.  AY.  Lathe,  Northampton,  Alass.  .  .  5.00 

20  AY.  H.  Catlin,  Meriden,  Ct . 5.00 

20  St.  Thomas’  Church,  New  York  .  .  .  25.00 

27  L.  F.  Haskell,  San  Francisco,  Cal.  .  .  .  5.00 

28  Rev.  A.  G.  Lawson,  D.D.,  Boston,  Mass.  .  .  15.00 

29  Pres.  F.  Carter,  LL.  D.,  Williamstown,  Mass.  .  5.00 

29  AYilliam  F.  AYhittemore,  Boston,  Alass.  .  .  5.00 


Received  in  Mav 


$315.00 
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June  4  W.  W.  Brown,  Portland,  Me . .$10.00 

5  Pres.  E.  M.  Gallaudet,  LL.  D.,  Washington  .  5.00 

G  Rev.  Stopford  Brooke,  Boston,  Mass.  .  .  5.00 

7  E.  R.  Brown,  Dover,  N.  H.  .  .  .  .  10.00 

10  Prof.  Edward  Conant,  Randolph,  Vt.  .  .  10.00 

20  Hon.  C.  C.  Burr,  Auburndale,  Mass.  .  .  10.00 

22  St.  James's  Church,  Philadelphia,  Pa.  .  .  45.00 

25  Dr.  Chas.  A.  Peabody,  Worcester,  Mass.  .  10.00 


Received  in  June .  $105.00 

July  G  George  Ripley,  Andover,  Mass.  .  .  .  $10.00 

G  W.  W.  Lockwood,  Springfield,  Mass.  .  .  10.00 

8  Rev.  W.  E.  Wolcott,  Lawrence,  Mass.  .  .  2.00 

17  Rev.  F.  H.  Johnson,  Andover,  Mass.  .  .  10.00 

19  Rev.  Joseph  Cook,  Ticonderoga,  N.  Y.  .  .  10.00 

20  Ephraim  Whitman,  Worcester,  Mass.  .  .  25.00 

23  Hon.  S.  B.  Capen,  Boston . '  10.00 


Received  in  July .  $77.00 

Aug.  1  For  expenses  of  lectures  at  Chautauqua  .  .  $40.00 

6  James  C.  Brarnan,.  Auburndale,  Mass.  .  .  5.00 

10  Hon.  Philip  L.  Moen,  Worcester,  Mass.  .  .  50.00 

30  Rev.  S.  P.  Cook,  Northfield,  Mass.  .  .  .  ,  5.00 


Received  in  August .  $100.00 

Sept.  2  Rev.  Horace  Dutton,  Auburndale,  Mass.  .  .  $5.00 

13  F.  D.  Allen,  Boston,  Mass.  ....  5.00 

13  Samuel  Johnson,  Boston,  Mass.  .  .  .  25.00 

21  Prof.  C.  W.  Shields,  D.D.,  LL.  D.,  Princeton,  N.  J.  10.00 

21  J.  Van  Alen,  Newport,  R.  1 . 25.00 

21  Rev.  Frank  T.  Bayley,  Portland,  Me.  .  .  25.00 

27  Edward  L.  Pickard,  Auburndale,  Mass.  .  .  10.00 

30  Henry  G.  Marquand,  New  York  .  .  .  20.00 


Received  in  September  ....  $125.00 

Oct.  2  Rev.  Alexander  H.  Vinton,  Worcester,  Mass.  .  $10.00 

4  Rev.  E.  M.  Parker,  Concord,  N.  H.  .  .  .  3.00 

11  Hon.  Seth  Low,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y.  (extra)  .  25.00 

1G  Congregational  Church,  Mansfield,  Ohio  .  .  5.00 

17  Prof.  Lewis  O.  Brastow,  D.D.,  New  Haven,  Ct.  10.00 

18  Church  of  Incarnation,  New  York  .  .  .  50.00 


Received  in  October .  $103.00 
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Nov. 


2 

2 

4 

4 

5 
8 
9 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

15 

15 

15 

20 

22 

23 

23 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

26 
26 
26 
27 

27 

28 
28 
28 

29 

30 
30 


Phillips  Church,  So.  Boston,  Mass.  .  .  .  $2.00 

Rev.  E.  K.  Alden,  D.D.,  Boston,  Mass.  .  .  10.00 

W.  B.  Herrick,  Natick,  Mass . .5.00 

Rev.  Morton  Dexter,  Boston,  Mass.  .  .  .  5.00 

Prof.  W.  E.  Huntington,  Ph.  D.,  Newton  Cent.,  Mass.  5.00 
Pres.  M.  H.  Buckham,  D.D.,  Burlington,  Vt.  .  10.00 

Hon.  Rufus  Frost,  Chelsea,  Mass.  .  .  .  5.00 

Rev.  C.  H.  Spalding,  Cambridge,  Mass.  .  .  10.00 

C.  A.  Hopkins,  Brookline,  Mass.  .  .  .  20.00 

H.  S.  Burdett,  Brookline,  Mass.  .  .  .  5.00 

Joseph  P.  Bates,  Brookline,  Mass.  .  .  .  10.00 

State  Street  Congregational  Church,  Portland,  Me.  25.00 
Rev.  T.  T.  Munger,  D.D.,  New  Haven,  Ct.  .  5.00 

Thomas  Todd,  Concord,  Mass .  5.00 

Rev.  Theodore  B.  Foster,  Great  Barrington,  Mass.  2.00 

D.  W.  Williams,  Stockbridge,  Mass.  .  .  .  5.00 

Hon.  J.  M.  Allen,  Hartford,  Conn.  .  .  .  20.00 

Hon.  B.  Douglas,  Middletown,  Ct.  .  .  .  10.00 

First  Congregational  Church,  Middletown,  Ct.  .  10.00 

Rev.  Morgan  Dix,  D.D.,  D.  C.L.,  New  York  .  25.00 

H.  O.  Houghton,  Cambridge,  Mass.  .  .  .  10.00 

Rev.  Augustus  Woodbury,  D.D.,  Providence,  R.  I.  5.00 
Rev.  J.  H.  Denison,  D.D.,  Williamstown,  Mass.  10.00 

Lawrence  Street  Church,  Lawrence,  Mass.  .  5.00 

Prof.  E.  Y.  Hincks,  D.D.,  Andover,  Mass,  (extra)  5.00 
St.  Bartholomew’s  Church,  New  York  .  .  100.00 

Asylum  Hill  Congregational  Church,  Hartford,  Ct.  50.00 
Rev.  T.  W.  Thompson,  Worcester,  Mass,  (extra)  10.00 
St.  Stephen’s  Church,  Providence,  R.  I.  .  10.00 

“A  Friend,”  Providence . 1.00 

Prof.  Simon  E.  Baldwin,  New  Haven,  Ct.  .  50.00 

Rev.  Francis  Goodwin,  Hartford,  Ct.  .  .  20.00 

J.  W.  Danielson,  Providence,  R.  I.  .  .  20.00 

Joseph  S.  Fay,  Boston,  Mass.  ....  25.00 

Hon.  C.  C.  Conant,  Greenfield,  Mass.  .  .  5.00 

Dr.  Charles  W.  Parsons,  Providence,  R.  I.  .  3.00 


Received  in  November,  . 


Dec.  2  Rev.  C.  Cutler,  Auburndale,  Mass.  .  .  .  $3.00 

6  Mrs.  Theodore  D.  Woolsey,  New  Haven,  Ct.  .  50.00 

9  Joseph  R.  Winch,  Brookline,  Mass.  .  .  .  5.00 

9  Rev.  D.  W.  Furber,  D.D.,  Newton  Centre,  Mass.  5.00 

9  Prof.  L.  W.  Spring,  D.D  ,  Williamstown,  Mass.  5.00 

9  Central  Congregational  Church,  Providence  .  25.00 

11  Mrs.  Mary  E.  Fairbanks,  St.  Johnsbury,  Vt.  .  15.00 

13  Joseph  Lippitt,  Providence,  R.  I.  .  .  .  5.00 

14  Rev.  Charles  M.  Addison,  Fitchburg,  Mass.  .  5.00 


$523.00 
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Dec.  14  Prof.  George  Harris,  D.  D.,  Andover,  Mass.  .  $10.00 

1G  First  Universalist  Church,  Manchester,  N.  H.  .  10.00 

16  Rev.  G.  L.  Demarest,  D.  D.,  Manchester,  N.  H.  10.00 

16  Trinity  Church,  New  Haven,  Ct.  .  .  .  25.00 

1G  Rev.  E.  E.  Beardsley,  D.  D.,  New  Haven,  Ct.  .  5.00 

18  St.  Luke’s  Church,  Philadelphia  .  .  .  25.00 

21  E.  P.  Dutton,  New  York . 10.00 

23  John  Nicholas  Brown,  Providence  .  .  .  10.00 

24  Mrs.  Maria  Upham  Drake,  Newton  Centre,  Mass.  20.00 

27  D.  B.  Ford,  Boston  .......  10.00 

27  St.  John’s  Church,  Providence  ....  25.00 

30  Henry  C.  Robinson,  Hartford,  Ct.  .  .  .  5.00 

30  Samuel  W.  Dike,  Auburndale,  Mass.  .  .  .  25.00 

31  C.  S.  Roberts,  Auburndale,  Mass.  .  .  .  20.00 

31  W.  G.  Benedict,  Boston  (extra)  .  .  .  4.25 


Received  in  December .  $332 

Total  receipts  in  1889  .  $2,388 


1 


SOME  RECENT  OPINIONS. 


“I  incline  to  think  that  the  future  of  America  is  of  greater  importance- 
to  Christendom  at  large  than  that  of  any  other  country ;  that  that  future, 
in  its  highest  features,  vitally  depends  upon  the  incidents  of  marriage ;  and 
that  no  country  has  ever  been  so  directly  challenged  as  America  now  is  to 
choose  its  course  definitely  with  reference  to  one,  if  not  more  than  one,  of  the 
very  greatest  of  those  incidents.  The  solidity  and  health  of  the  social  body 
depend  upon  the  soundness  of  its  unit.  That  unit  is  the  family ;  and  the 
hinge  of  the  family  is  to  be  found  in  the  great  and  profound  institution 
of  marriage.  It  might  be  too  much  to  say  that  a  good  system  of  marriage 
law  and  of  the  practice  appertaining  to  it,  of  itself  insures  the  well-being  of 
a  community.  But  I  cannot  doubt  that  the  converse  is  true ;  and  that,  if 
the  relations  of  husband  and  wife  are  wrongly  comprehended  in  what  most 
belongs  to  them,  either  as  to  law  or  as  to  conduct,  no  nation  can  rise  to  the 
fulfilment  of  the  higher  destinies  of  man.  There  is  a  worm  in  the  gourd  of 
public  prosperity ;  and  it  must  wither  away.”  W.  E.  Gladstone,  in  the 
North  American  Review  for  December,  1889. 

“As  marriage  and  the  family  institution  constitute  the  foundation  and 
chief  corner-stone  of  civil  society,  it  is  of  the  greatest  moment  that  the 
marriage  tie  should  never  be  dissolved  save  for  the  most  urgent  reason.  I 
cannot  assent,  however,  to  the  doctrine  that  it  should  never  be  dissolved  at 
all.  .  .  .  Yet  so  desirable  is  the  indissolubility  of  marriage  as  an  institution, 
so  necessary  is  it  to  the  happiness  of  families  and  the  good  of  society,  so 
pitiable  the*  consequences  that  often  flow  from  a  dissolution,  that  every  dis¬ 
couragement  to  such  a  remedy  should  be  interposed.  Not  only  should  the 
judge  take  every  care  to  see  that  just  cause  exists,  but  that  no  other  remedy 
is  possible.  No  jugglery  or  privacy  should  be  tolerated,  however  high  in 
station  the  parties  may  be.  Investigation  of  the  truth  should  be  thorough 
and  open,  and  should"  be  a  matter  of  public  concern,  participated  in  by  the 
public  representative  of  the  law.  It  should  be  regarded  as  a  quasi-criminal 
process,  if  not  accompanied  with  criminal  sanctions.  Only  serious  and  even 
severe  methods  of  administering  the  law  will  be  sufficient  to  repress  the 
growing  tendency  of  discontented  parties  to  rush  into  the  divorce  courts.” 
Mu.  Justice  Bradley,  U.  S.  Supreme  Court ,  Sorth  American  Review  for 
December,  1889. 

“Meanwhile,  something  might  be  done,  something  should  be  done,  to 
lessen  the  evils  of  Divorce." ...  A  first  step,  therefore,  in  the  way  of  Divorce 
reform  should  be  the  creation  of  a  more  healthy  public  sentiment  on  this 
question.  Then  will  follow  measures  that  will  do  good  in  proportion  to  their 
stringency.  .  .  .  The  number  of  legally  recognized  grounds  for  divorce 
should  be  lessened,  and  ‘noiseless’  Divorces  forbidden.  ‘Kapid  transit’  facili¬ 
ties  for  passing  through  Divorce  courts  should  be  cut  off,  and  Divorce 
‘agencies’  should  be  suppressed.  The  plaintiff  in  a  Divorce  case  should  be  a 
bona-fide  resident  of  the  judicial  district  in  which  his  petition  is  filed,  and  in 
every  Divorce  case  the  legal  representative  of  the  State  should  appear  for 
the  defendant ;  and,  by  all  means,  the  right  of  remarriage  after  Divorce 
should  be  restricted.  If  Divorce  cannot  be  legislated  out  of  existence,  let, 
at  least,  its  power  for  evil  be  diminished.”  James,  Cardinal  Gibbons,  in 
the  North  American  Review  for  November,  1889. 

“It  is  the  very  highest  function  of  man  and  woman  to  raise  and  train  a 
family.  Indeed,  civilization  has  put  this  end  in  view— the  perpetuation  and 
improvement  of  the  race.  The  establishment  of  homes,  the  rearing  of 
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families,  the  founding  of  schools  and  colleges,  the  planting  of  institutions, 
the  maintaining  of  governments, — all  are  but  means  to  this  end.  Marriage, 
therefore,  being  necessary  to  the  existence  of  the  family,  is  the  most  impor¬ 
tant  and  the  most  sacred  institution  known  to  humanity.  It  is  older  than  the 
State,  and  ranks  higher  in  importance,  for  the  home  makes  the  everlasting 
granite  on  which  civil  government  rests,  and  is  stable  and  righteous  in  pro¬ 
portion  as  homes  are  permanent  and  pure.  When  we  arraign  the  public  life 
as  low  and  corrupt  in  moral  tone,  we  are  making  sad  confession  of  the  cor¬ 
ruption  of  the  private  life  and  of  the  low  moral  standard  of  the  home.  And 
to  reform  the  public  life,  the  purification  must  begin  at  the  hearth-stone.” 
Mary  A.  Livermore,  in  the  North  American  Bevieio  for  January,  1890. 

“I  justify  Divorce  as  I  do  a  surgical  operation — then  and  thus  only  .when 
it  is  the  last  expedient,  the  final  hope,  the  desperate  venture ;  when  there  is 
nothing  else  to  be  done  to  save  the  social  life.  ...  I  have  spoken  of  the  / 
right  of  divorce  as  a  surgical  expedient.  Carry  on  the  figure  of  thought, 
and  we  may  learn  a  lesson. 

“The  best  instructed  physicians  know  well  that  there  exists  to-day  a  sub¬ 
tle  and  powerful  conflict  in  the  professional  world.  On  the  one  hand,  the 
tendency  of  experiment  turns  terribly  to  surgery.  Everything  goes  to  the 
operating-table.  Disease,  like  the  demon  in  the  New  Testament,  ‘coming 
out,  tears  him’  who  is  so  miserable  as  to  trust  his  life  to  the  surgical 
fashion.  Tennyson,  with  the  fine  eye  of  poetry  for  the  prevailing  facts  of 
science,  struck  the  situation  when  he  wrote  of  his  hospital  doctor,  who 
handled  the  child  ‘gently  enough,  but  his  voice  and  face  were  not  kind.' 

“  ‘But  they  said  too  of  him 

He  was  happier  using  the  knife  than  in  trying  to  save  the  limb.’ 

“On  the  other  hand,  there  has  intensified  the  solemn  belief  in  the  valid¬ 
ity  of  the  healing  art.  The  Materia  Medica  is  trusted  above  the  butcher’s 
knife.  The  fine,  the  delicate,  the  patient  remedy,  the  prophylactic,  or  the 
tonic,  or  the  curative,  becomes  the  material  of  absorbing  study  such  as  the 
medical  world  has  never  known  before.  The  doctrine  of  mercy,  the  theory 
of  prevention,  rule  the  medical  conscience,  and  the  healer’s  intellect  refines  as 
the  sensibility  is  saved — then,  please  Heaven,  the  patient  too. 

“Divorce,  at  best,  is  pure  surgery;  nothing  more  nor  less;  necessary  at 
the  extremity,  never  to  be  tolerated  when  the  milder  measure  will  save  the 
life. 

“The  truly  scientific,  and  therefore  the  hopeful,  treatment  of  this  social 
disease  must,  I  believe,  consist  more  and  more,  and  must  some  time  consist 
entirely,  in  the  preventive,  and  what  we  might  call  attentive  means  of  cure. 
What  is  the  use — what  is  the  use — in  wearing  out  our  brains  to  invent  scal¬ 
pels  and  probes,  to  cut,  and  sew,  and  carve,  and  bury,  when  a  careful  course 
of  the  right  remedy  would  heal  the  patient?”  Elizabeth  Stuart  Phelps, 
in  the  North  American  Bevieio  for  January,  1890. 

“The  marriage  and  divorce  question  in  the  United  States  is  increasingly 
and  deservedly  attracting  public  attention.  ...  It  is  difficult  to  estimate 
the  stupendous  magnitude  of  such  an  evil  in  human  society.  The  mere 
statement  of  the  facts  in  cold  figures  shows  that  some  remedy  is  needed  to 
lessen  the  evil.  ...  It  is  no  wonder  that  the  system  works  badly  when  we 
look  at  the  legislation  on  the  subject.  How  shall  the  evil  be  corrected?  So 
far  as  law  is  concerned,  it  must  be  done  by  a  radical  change  in  state  laws  or  , 
by  what  is  far  better,  authorizing  Congress  to  establish  a  marriage  and 
divorce  system  for  the  whole  country.  So  far  as  public  sentiment  is  con¬ 
cerned,  it  must  be  done  by  agitating  the  question  until  public  sentiment 
shall  imperatively  demand  a  change.  The  present  is  the  period  of  agitation 
and  the  more  of  it  the  better.  There  cannot  be  too  much  of  it.  The  Christian 
ministry  ought  to  speak  out  in  thunder  tones.”  Independent ,  January  2d , 
1890. 


CONSTITUTION 


OF  THE 


NATIONAL  DITOKCE  REFORM  LEAGUE. 


Article  I.  This  Association  shall  he  called  the  National  Divorce  Reform 
League. 

Art  II.  Its  object  shall  be  to  promote  an  improvement  in  public  sentiment  and 
legislation  on  the  institution  of  the  Family,  especially  as  affected  by  existing  evils 
relating  to  Marriage  and  Divorce.  It  may  co-operate  with  auxiliary  or  other  bodies 
having  similar  aims  in  such  ways  as  may  be  deemed  expedient. 

Art.  III.  It  shall  consist  of  the  following  persons,  having  power  to  fill  vacancies 
and  to  add  to  their  number. 

Art.  IV.  The  officers  of  this  Society  shall  be  a  President,  not  more  than  five 
Vice-Presidents,  a  Recording  Secretary,  a  Corresponding  Secretary,  a  Treasurer,  and  an 
Executive  Committee  of  not  more  than  twelve  persons,  of  which  Committee  the 
Corresponding  Secretary  shall  be  a  member,  and  of  which  not  less  than  three  shall 
constitute  a  quorum,  having  the  duties  indicated  in  their  several  offices ;  to  be  elected 
at  the  Annual  Meeting,  and  to  hold  office  until  their  successors  are  appointed. 

Art.  V.  The  League  shall  hold  its  Annual  Meeting  on  the  first  Wednesday  in 
January,  unless  otherwise  directed  by  the  Executive  Committee,  and  at  such  hour  and 
place  as  shall  be  indicated  in  the  call  of  the  Committee. 

Art  VI.  Amendments  of  this  Constitution,  of  which  due  notice  shall  have  been 
given  in  the  call  of  any  Annual  Meeting,  may  be  adopted  at  such  meeting  by  the  vote 
of  two-thirds  of  the  members  present. 

All  Communications  concerning  the  work  of  the  League  and  its  general  business 
should  be  addressed  to  the  Corresponding  Secretary,  Rev.  Samuel  W.  Dike,  LL.  D., 
Auburndale,  Mass. 

Contributions  should  be  sent  to  the  Treasurer,  William  G.  Benedict,  Esq.,  610 
Atlantic  Avenue,  Boston. 


FORM  OF  BEQUEST. 

I  hereby  give  and  bequeath  to  the  National  Divorce  Reform  League,  a 
Corporation  created  by  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Connecticut,  or  its  successors  or 

assigns,  the  sum  of . dollars,  the  principal  [or  income  as  may 

be  desired]  of  which  is  to  be  used  for  the  purposes  for  which  said  Corporation  was 
chartered. 


